Accordingly, when speaking of the parent discipline in this article, we refer to the management and organizational studies, and we are thus particularly interested in the development of O&E studies in contrast with management and organizational studies.
When it comes to environmental research in the field of social sciences, from a meta-theoretical point of view, two questions appear particularly significant: (a) What is the relationship between the new environmental-oriented research and the parent discipline-that is, in this case, between the O&E-related research and the management and organizational studies? (b) What is the relationship between the new environmental-oriented research and the natural sciences? Each field of environmental-oriented research should be able to give at least some kind of satisfying answer to these questions.
The latter question, which refers to the transdisciplinary cross-fertilization of natural and social sciences, 2 is obviously paramount and more complex and so appears to remain more or less unanswered by environmental studies in general-the future challenges are thus enormous (see O'Riordan, 2000) . Therefore, the maturation and development of a particular branch of social-scientific environmental study cannot be properly estimated solely on the basis of the field's ability to define its relationship with natural sciences. For the first question, the signs of maturation can be divided into two categories. On one hand, there are, for example, academic chairs, dissertations, dedicated journals, and a presence in the important academic organizations, which function as external signs of maturation with regard to the parent discipline. On the other hand, to be truly mature, a field of study must have at least some kind of theory base of its own and "ideas" that impact the parent discipline at large. In other words, the interaction between the particular field of study and the parent discipline should be two-way, instead of the field just being a passive follower; these can be considered internal signs of maturity.
One obvious indication of maturity is the ability and willingness to be critically introspective of the development and status of a field in itself. Comprehensive discussions on the basic elements of environmental research have to date attracted relatively little profound interest within the field of O&E studies. The sparseness of introspection becomes evident if the field is compared with environmental sociology. The latter has a history of self-reflection on the profound questions concerning the current status and future prospects of the field; environmental sociologists seem to have the tradition of critical reflection on the development of the discourse and its complex connections to its own parent discipline, sociology (e.g., see Buttel, 1987 Buttel, , 2002 Buttel, , 2003 Catton & Dunlap, 1978a; Dunlap, 1997 Dunlap, , 2002 Dunlap & Catton, 1994) . Of course, this kind of critical introspection is not entirely absent in organizational environmental studies. Historically, it has not, however, gained the same kind of foothold as in the case of environmental sociology.
Although some scholars have made their contribution to the discussion on the status and developments of O&E-related studies (e.g., Cooperrider & Khalsa, 1997; Cramer, 1998; Dobers, Strannegård, & Wolff, 2000 Fineman, 1998 Fineman, , 2001 Fuchs & Mazmanian, 1998; Gladwin, 1993; Gladwin, Kennelly, & Krause, 1995; Heiskanen, 2002; Jermier & Forbes, 2003; Jermier, Forbes, Benn, & Orsato, 2006; Kallio, 2004; Kolk & Mauser, 2002; Levy, 1997; Newton, 2002; Newton & Harte, 1997; Purser, Park, & Montuori, 1995; Sharma, 2002; Shrivastava, 1994; Shrivastava & Hart, 1994; Srikantia & Bilimoria, 1997; Starik, 2002;  440 ORGANIZATION & ENVIRONMENT / December 2006 Starik & Marcus, 2000; Starkey & Crane, 2003; Welford, 1995 Welford, , 1997 Welford, , 1998 Wolff, 1998) , compared to environmental sociology, the critical introspection of O&E studies has, in most cases, emerged in a rather skeletal and implicit form. 3 More profound, explicit, and analytical reflections on the development and status of the O&E discourse and its relationship to the parent discipline are rather rare.
The interpretations presented in this article concerning the developments and weaknesses of O&E studies are based on an extensive literary survey. The reviewed materials were collected from English-language sources and include peer-reviewed articles from the early 1990s to 2003 O&E-related articles are, as such, easy to collect systematically from databases. However, as the mountain of published scientific material continues to grow almost exponentially, it is virtually impossible to find, let alone, read it all. Moreover, it is impossible to give an exact definition of what is and what is not O&E-related research.
5 Thus, the form of the "data" in this sort of introspective approach means that the review can never be all-inclusive. On the other hand, as the focus is on the discourse of organizational environmental studies itself and not on any special areas of it, even important individual arguments or their absence will presumably not have a major effect on the "big picture," meaning the fundamental orientation of the discourse.
In this article, we follow the path set by, for example, Gladwin (1993) and Buttel (2002) as we discuss and analyze the big picture of O&E studies. Just like Gladwin's approach in the case of early O&E studies and Buttel's in the case of environmental sociology, our own approach could be defined as an introspective and critical editorial style rather than traditional research paper style. In other words, because of the broadness of the scope of the analysis, the argumentation of the article inevitably takes place on a rather abstract and general level. 6 Moreover, we hold that based on scientific methods, it is simply not possible to demonstrate that the presented interpretation is the "final truth." Therefore, at any given time, there exists not one but rather "several truths" concerning the state of affairs-in this case, organizational environmental studies-and thus the interpretations presented in this article are open for debate (cf. Jackson & Carter, 1995; Rao & Pasmore, 1989) . Accordingly, although we know that it is relatively easy to reach an agreement with most of our colleagues on some of the points, we also know that many of our arguments divide the scholars of the field. In many cases, we thus simply present our own interpretation from our own European background.
The history of the field of O&E can, in a certain sense, be divided into two different dimensions: pragmatic and academic. As the two dimensions interact with each other, it is somewhat artificial to try to strictly separate them. Although we also touch some clearly pragmatic questions in our analysis, for our own practical reasons the focus of the article will lie mainly on the academic side of the discourse. Accordingly, although both pragmatic and academic dimensions are essential to understanding the big picture of the discourse, given the limit to the Kallio, Nordberg / EVOLUTION OF O&E DISCOURSE 441 length of a journal article, the pragmatic issues are only scratched from the very surface in the article. We continue by explicating pleas that were made for the discourse by some well-known scholars during the early and mid-1990s. After that we analyze how O&E-related research has been able to meet these challenges. We end the article with a summary of what we consider to be the most important weaknesses in O&E-related research-and thus set out our own plea for the future of the discourse.
SCHOLARS' PLEAS FOR ORGANIZATIONAL STUDIES
For decades, the business world adopted a passive or even hostile attitude toward environmental questions. At the turn of the 1990s, however, corporations radically changed their basic orientation toward environmental issues. It can be stated that one reason for this new orientation was the ideology of sustainable development, which-unlike the widely contested zero-growth scenario back in the 1970s-was highly consistent with the vital ideology of economic growth (Eden, 1994) . The most important reason for the reorientation of the mainstream corporations was, however, the increasing institutional pressures that simply broke the corporations' resistance. Paradoxically, in the twinkling of an eye, many corporations became so enthusiastic in applying environmental rhetoric that a completely new concept, greenwashing, was introduced to describe it. The wide-scale appearance of organizational environmental studies was clearly affected by this sudden change of heart in corporations (see Gladwin, 1993; Kallio, 2004) .
O&E-related research first appeared in the late 1980s and early 1990s. The first organization, the Greening of Industry Network (GIN), was established in 1991, and the first O&E-dedicated journal, Business Strategy and the Environment, was launched in 1992. Thus, O&E-related research was born more than a decade after the birth of environmental sociology-at the time when it became evident that the environmental issues were here to stay and when even the previously resistant corporations had started to change their attitudes toward environmental questions. However, the parent discipline was, in many respects, inconsistent with the themes and value basis of environmental studies (Shrivastava, 1994) . On the other hand, as stated earlier, the business world was undergoing a period of rapid change that undoubtedly inspired optimism among scholars. For example, Shrivastava and Hart (1994) reflected on the field's future prospects in their article "Greening Organizations-2000" in the following way:
Environmentalism will be one of the most potent forces of economic, social, and political change in this decade. By the year 2000, organizations and organization theory will need to transform themselves dramatically to accommodate environmental concerns. Despite the rise of environmentalism over the past two decades, organizations and organizational theorists have failed to adequately address environmental concerns. (p. 607; emphasis added.) Paul Shrivastava (1994) presented a more sophisticated and relatively critical analysis of the state of organizational studies in the same year by introducing the mnemonic "castrated" to describe parental discipline's relation with the environment. Shrivastava's critical analysis reached its climax in the following year when he proposed the paradigm of ecocentric management as a replacement for 442 ORGANIZATION & ENVIRONMENT / December 2006 the anthropocentric and pathologically inadequate environmental management (see Shrivastava, 1995 ).
Shrivastava's ideas were, at least to some extent, supported by several scholars (e.g., Gladwin et al., 1995; Purser et al., 1995; Srikantia & Bilimoria, 1997) . As closer analysis reveals, however, the idea of a nonanthropocentric paradigm was not new. In fact, the debate about environmental paradigms had been going on for decades within the other fields of social sciences. Probably the first sophisticated form of the paradigm discussion was given by environmental sociologists Dunlap (1978a, 1978b) who introduced an alternative paradigm, new ecological paradigm (NEP), to replace the dominant anthropocentric paradigm, human exemptionalism paradigm (HEP). In the same way as O&E scholars have been influenced by the ideas of environmental sociology, in Catton and Dunlap's conceptualization there are clear indications of the influence of environmental philosophers, especially the works of Arne Naess. Nevertheless, the idea of a management utopia rejecting anthropocentrism was broadly debated in the mid-1990s.
Along with the paradigm discourse, the field faced the rise of internal criticism. This was, without a doubt, ignited not only by dissatisfaction with the development of the academic O&E discourse as such but also by the evident disappointment with corporate greening, which had not been as rapid and profound as the critical scholars had hoped. This disappointment becomes evident from, for instance, the personal reorientation of Richard Welford, whose impact on the development of the O&E field is indisputable (Dobers et al., 2000 (Dobers et al., , 2001 . The clearly optimistic tone of Welford and Gouldson (1993) , as they stated that "in the last five years we have seen a fundamental change in the way that industry views the protection of the environment" (p. ix), soon changed into a pessimistic one, as only a few years later Welford (1997) declared that it was "simply surprising how dominant the businessconservative (or business-as-usual) viewpoint has become" (p. 37). Presumably, it was frustration at the inadequate ecological implications of corporate greening and the unsatisfactory development of the O&E discourse that led Welford to cry for change. Welford (1997 Welford ( , 1998 argued strongly for the critical approach and encouraged scholars to participate and use their authority effectively.
Although both Shrivastava's and Welford's criticism and pleas have been important stimuli for O&E-related research to rejuvenate itself, Gladwin's (1993) article was one of the most influential contributions published in the early years of organizational environmental studies. In his article, Gladwin set out a 10-point list in which O&E-related scholars had so far been unsuccessful. Condensing Gladwin's critique, the O&E-related research was lacking precise definitions; high-quality empirical findings; accumulation of research findings; causal directionality; empirically testable propositions; systematic comparison across industries, firm size, and societies; programmatic longitudinal research; and validated general models. Moreover, according to Gladwin (1993) , the scholars of the field had "not always distanced themselves from advocacy and ideology" and had "not attempted to place their work into the broader stream of organizational research" (p. 43). One should, of course, recognize that it is often easier to criticize than to conduct and provide useful alternatives to address the criticism. Moreover, some of the points raised by Gladwin might be seen as disputable. One could, for example, disagree about whether scholars should pursue value neutrality (Welford, 1997) . Nevertheless, Gladwin's plea for organizational theory has been widely quoted and has functioned as an important catalyst for O&E-related research.
THE STATUS OF ORGANIZATIONS AND NATURAL ENVIRONMENT DISCOURSE
In this section, we evaluate the current status, role, and development of organizational environmental studies. The first part focuses mainly on O&E-related research itself, whereas the second deals primarily with the relationship of organizational environmental studies to the parent discipline of management and organizational studies. Needless to say, this sort of distinction is somewhat artificial because the dimensions are obviously interrelated. However, the distinction helps us handle the complex O&E discourse more effectively.
From Pleas to Reality
We evaluate and analyze the development and current status of the field of O&E studies in terms of the following aspects: quantity of research, quality of the empirical research, quality of the theoretical research, and the role of critical approach in the discourse. Because the field of management and organization studies in general has traditionally been quite pragmatically oriented, it would also make sense to analyze the contribution of academic O&E-related research to corporate practices. And, of course, last but definitely not least, there is a vital need for multidimensional and rigorous analysis of the impact of corporate practices on the natural environment. All six of the aforementioned aspects are clearly extensive enough in magnitude to merit their own articles. The last two in particular are too complicated for serious engagement in this article, and we are therefore obliged to focus here mainly on the academic sector, meaning the first four aspects, and thus only scratch the very surface of the last two.
Quantity of the research. According to Gladwin et al. (1995) , between 1990 and 1994, fewer than 0.003% of article abstracts in leading management journals contained phrases referring to nature. Between 1995 and 1999, the naturalenvironment-related research jumped from the level of per mille to per cent; 1.1% of articles in the nine top management journals dealt with environmental issues, whereas all the central journals, excepting Administrative Science Quarterly, had published O&E-related research (Coopey, 2003) . Jermier et al. (2006) found that this trend continued between 2000 and 2004, and although the absolute number of O&E-related publications continued to increase, the relative amount stayed at around 1% of total. Besides single articles, several general management and organizational studies journals have dedicated special issues to O&E-related research. Furthermore, several interdisciplinary journals, such as Futures and Environmental Ethics, have increasingly published O&E-related articles.
The obvious increase in the quantity of O&E-related research becomes manifold when journals specially dedicated to organizational environmental research are included in the analysis. Although it seems that the most influential arguments and articles in the field have been published in the few top general management journals, there are three environment-dedicated journals-namely, Business Strategy and the Environment (a closely GIN-related journal established in 1992), the firmly pragmatically oriented Greener Management International (established in 1993), and more theoretically and sociologically oriented Organization & Environment (published from 1997) not-at least not yet-as widely recognized journals dedicated to O&E-related research, such as Sustainable Development, Corporate Social Responsibility and Environmental Management, and Journal of Environmental Management. In addition to journal articles, much O&E-related research is also available in conference proceedings and is being increasingly published in book chapters and in special volumes of readings dedicated to the topic.
Quality of the empirical research. The quantity of O&E-related research has, without a doubt, multiplied since the early and mid-1990s (Jermier et al., 2006) . Although it is obviously important that new scholars feel attracted to the discourse and that research findings are being published, it is not quantity but quality that counts. Gladwin (1993) claimed O&E-related empirical research to be largely single-case-study oriented, whereas there was a lack of theory and rigorous methodology-driven research. It is clear that the case-study approach continues to have an important role in the empirical field of O&E-related research, as it does in the rest of the field of management and organizational studies. As such, there is nothing wrong with this. However, case studies, as well as other types of empirical research, must be linked with theory if they are to contribute to the scientific discourse. Has this materialized since Gladwin's plea? We would argue that, unfortunately, it has only to a limited extent. Theories are usually briefly explicated at the beginning of the research, but the linking of the research findings to the theory often remains limited. There are many exceptions, of course, and the case-study approach among others can offer valuable contribution to the theory development as, for instance, Sandström (2002) has shown (see also Fuchs & Mazmanian, 1998; Jermier et al., 2006) .
Since the mid-1990s, it seems that scholars specialized in empirical research have started to operate increasingly with theories. Still, high-quality empirical research-for example, that with extensive data, longitudinal approach, and/or profound comparative analysis-remains sparse (see Fuchs & Mazmanian, 1998; Jermier et al., 2006) . However, at the same time, it should not be forgotten that there are skillfully mastered empirical studies which, besides including highquality data, also make important contributions to theory (e.g., Bansal & Roth, 2000; Crane, 2000; Halme, 1997; Hoffman, 2001) . It is clear that the amount of excellent work is naturally always relatively limited, because in a way there can be excellence only in relation to average.
Quality of the theoretical research.
Theory is the constituting element of science, and it is only fair to say that without theory there is no science. Theories of management and organizational studies are traditionally imports from other fields. It is difficult to see that O&E-related research would have developed anything original as far as theories are concerned. On the contrary, just as with the parent discipline, it has borrowed theories from more established fields of social scientific environmental research, especially from environmental sociology and philosophy (see Sharma, 2002) .
In recent years, there have been clear improvements in terms of Gladwin's (1993) point on linking O&E-related research with the broader streams of organizational research. Accordingly, areas and topics such as culture, HRM, change, and learning (see Fernández, Junquera, & Ordiz, 2003) have been brought into organizational environmental research. At the same time, it seems that the Kallio, Nordberg / EVOLUTION OF O&E DISCOURSE 445 theoretical emphasis of O&E-related research has shifted from strategic management, which dominated especially the early days of the discourse, to organization theory, which provides a more multiform theoretical base for the discourse. Would this have anything to do with the fact that, in recent years, it has been suggested that institutional pressures seem to be more important reasons for the majority of corporations to green than are actual strategic decisions in quest of competitive advantage (e.g., see Bansal & Roth, 2000) ? That is difficult to say, but one thing is certain: Scholars are no longer as eager to convince corporations that greening is actually good for business as they were back in the early and mid1990s. This can be considered another sign of development in the discourse: Among management scholars, O&E-related research is today more often considered legitimate without the continuous need to find win-win solutions here and there just to prove that what is being done is actually valuable (cf. Jermier & Forbes, 2003) .
As in the case of empirical research, there are still too many loose conceptual studies in theoretical discourse, including countless numbers of typologies and models (e.g., see analyses of Fuchs & Mazmanian, 1998; Kolk & Mauser, 2002) , which are not often linked with other theory and/or rigorous empirical findings. At the same time, there are, as suggested above, also more rigorous theories applied, such as actor-network theory (e.g., Ivakhiv, 2002; Newton, 2002) , learning theory (e.g., Banerjee, 1998; Halme, 2002) , and institutional theory (e.g., Bansal & Roth, 2000; Halme, 1997; Hoffman, 2001; Jennings & Zandbergen, 1995; Srikantia & Bilimoria, 1997) . However, although there have even been attempts to bridge the gaps between theories (e.g., Orssatto & Clegg, 1999; Stead, McKinney, & Stead, 1998; Strannegård, 2000) , what is still clearly missing is synthetic research orientation and general models and theories that could be used for framing the "big picture" and the "big questions" of corporate greening (Kallio, 2004) . This is something that Gladwin (1993, p. 44 ) pleaded for when he underlined the importance of knowing how greening really works: "What is it? Why does it happen? Who does it happen to? When does it happen? Where does it happen? How does it happen? And what are the consequences of it happening?" Complex questions like these are obviously much easier to ask than to answer. However, at the same time, questions such as those presented by Gladwin are also very important. Besides their theoretical importance, these questions are also important for "green action"-that is, for the ability to develop appropriate political, economic, social, and other ways to solve environmental problems (Gladwin, 1993) .
The role of critical approach in the discourse. It is often claimed that environmental research is instinctively critical (Wolff, 1998) . Furthermore, it has been suggested that critical research interest is relatively well developed in O&E discourse (Dobers et al., 2001) . We agree with these opinions to some extent. First, it is obvious that rhetoric somewhat hostile to traditional management is something that simply comes along with the themes of environmental research. Second, there are indeed some well-known-and, of course, less well-knownscholars in the field who are critical in the strict sense of the word. However, we feel that in the mainstream, the use of a critical tone is often no more than autocommunication without any deeper critical meaning (cf. Broms & Gahmberg, 1983) . Consequently, it is our perception that although it is clear that many O&E scholars have pro-environmental values, the O&E discourse as a whole has been able to develop neither its own distinctive value basis nor theories. Thus, even though this is not often explicitly raised, it seems that the growth-oriented and anthropocentric orientation of the parent discipline still dominates the mainstream O&E-related research (see Starkey & Crane, 2003) .
During the paradigm debate of the mid-1990s, alternative and ethically "more sophisticated" nonanthropocentric (ecocentric management) and "enlightenedly anthropocentric" (sustaincentric management) paradigms were suggested to replace the anthropocentric and clearly growth-oriented environmental management paradigm (Gladwin et al., 1995; Purser et al., 1995; Shrivastava, 1995) . Although the concept of ecocentric management in particular is still quite often used, it is obvious that today corporations and managers simply cannot operate on the basis of such a philosophy (Fineman, 1998) . From this perspective, it is therefore no wonder that the critical scholars were unsuccessful in fusing radical environmentalism with business as well as in changing the value base of the O&E-related discourse. It thus seems that the critical scholars, disappointed with environmental management, just pleaded for overly radical change-too much, too fast. Having said this, we are not implying that the lip-service sort of greening, so common today, would actually lead to something. On the contrary, critical debate is needed and especially when it comes to the O&E discourse itself.
Contribution to corporate practices and ecological sustainability.
It is naturally difficult to evaluate how important are the effects that scientific discourse really has on the practical field. However, one thing is certain: The larger corporations, in particular, produce their own environmental reports and have environmental managers who usually are familiar with the state-of-the-art terminology. For another example, in April 2005, there were 88,800 ISO-14000-series-certified companies, yet only a bit more than 4 years earlier, in January 2001, the number was 23,700 (Tsujii, 2006 ; see also Jermier et al., 2006) . These are implicit indications of what is already known by O&E scholars: At least some corporations seem to be actually paying quite close attention to what is happening in the academic sector. But is there indication that the interest also becomes manifest in action as well? In other words, has O&E-related discourse contributed to ecological sustainability?
It was already back in the mid-1990s when Welford (1995) claimed that environmental management practices are pathologically insufficient for sustainable development. However, as we know all too well, there is no unifying metric for measuring ecological sustainability in the first place (see also Marshall & Brown, 2003) , not to mention knowing what actually constitutes sustainable development. What we do know is that the eco-efficiency of companies usually increases because of environmental management. But we also know that the ecological footprint of humanity has shown no signs of getting smaller, and neither has that of the industrialized world-in fact, rather to the contrary (e.g., WWF [formerly known as the World Wildlife Fund], 2004). We simply do not know to what extent corporate greening actually contributes ecological sustainability or whether it does at all. Of course, there is some case-level evidence and figures of yearly emission levels. These are, however, insufficient and trivial when trying to understand what is actually happening; really understanding this phenomenon requires the cross-fertilization of natural and social scientific approaches (cf. O´Riordan, 2000).
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Has Organizational Environmental Studies Arrived?
To honor the recent 25th anniversary of the foundation of the Environment and Technology Section of the American Sociological Association in March 2002, Organization & Environment devoted a special issue to environmental sociology. Among other pioneers of the discipline, Frederic Buttel analyzed and discussed the stature of environmental sociology. Buttel (2002) presented 11 questions and answers for assessing "whether environmental sociology had arrived." We have modified Buttel's questions by replacing the term environmental sociology with the term O&E-related research. Some of Buttel's questions are obviously more suitable for assessing the stature of environmental sociology than that of organizational environmental studies. We therefore take the liberty of reframing some of them in such a way that they become more suitable, from our perspective, for assessing the stature of O&E-related research. We emphasize that our answers are subjective to some extent because for many of the questions, there are no absolute answers. Furthermore, many of the questions and answers depend heavily on the country and culture under discussion. Consequently, we do not wish to imagine how things are in top departments, as they do not play the same kind of role in our own academic culture as they do, for example, in the United States. The modified forms of Buttel's questions are italicized.
Are O&E-related research subdisciplinary groupings strong and vital, nationally and internationally?
The answer seems definitely to be yes. O&E-related research appears to have gained a secure foothold in management and organizational studies. Moreover, and this naturally concerns all environment-related research, escalating environmental problems guarantee that the position will not weaken in the near future (see Jermier et al., 2006) .
Is O&E-related research an established specialty? In other words, is O&E-related research on a list of extant specialty areas in the discipline that a comprehensive department would want to invest in for the future?
In Scandinavian countries, it seems that today there is one or more O&E-related scholar in most of the more comprehensive departments. Although it has been stated, for instance, that O&E-related research projects have remained few in number (Coopey, 2003) , it is our belief that departments in the future will increasingly want scholars specialized in O&E research for at least as long as environmental issues continue to be growing challenges to corporations. 3. Is there a strong academic job market for O&E-related scholars? Based on the above, that seems to be so. In larger countries, such as the United Kingdom and United States, there have been professorships in O&E-related research for some time now, whereas in recent years they have also emerged in some smaller countries. Because the field of management and organizational studies is obviously closely linked with the business world, it is also worth noting that there is a continuous demand in the practical sector for O&E-related knowledge. (AMR in 1995, and AMJ in 2000) . The Administrative Science Quarterly is an exception among the prestigious journals because it has to date been reluctant to publish O&E-related articles (see Coopey, 2003) .
Are there articles or chapters of O&E-related research in mainstream
general management/organizational studies books? Yes, books on general management and organizational studies today quite often contain chapters/articles dedicated to environmental issues (e.g., see Jermier et al., 2006; Jermier & Forbes, 2003) . In addition, in more specialized works dealing with, for example, HRM and organization theory, O&E-related questions are often addressed. 7. Do "elite scholars" tend to believe that O&E-related research is fundamental to the discipline or that the environment is a critical issue for the mainstream of the discipline to address? Although we feel uneasy classifying scholars in this way, the answer to the question is that it appears to be so; at least some of the well known scholars seem to think in this way. Even though none of the most famous scholars in the field has so far become known as an environmental researcher, it was Michael Porter (Porter, 1991; Porter & van der Linde, 1995a , 1995b who, in many ways, lent silent legitimacy to the discourse, and was thus obviously a key figure in boosting O&E research during the early and mid-1990s. Furthermore, we believe that some academics who have been profiled mainly as "environmental scholars," such as Richard Welford and Paul Shrivastava, have made their names known also among the mainstream people of the field.
Have O&E-related themes become institutionalized as parts of the major academic associations of the field?
If we take the case of the two probably most widely recognized academic associations, one from each side of the Atlantic, the European Group for Organizational Studies (EGOS) and the Academy of Management (AOM), it seems that O&E-related research has indeed become institutionalized: EGOS had 8 its standing working group Environmental Organizing and Management, whereas AOM has its interest group Organizations and the Natural Environment. These are, of course, not the only academic associations in the field that have given a similar recognition to environmental issues. 9. Do O&E-related researchers actively engage with the "big ideas" in the discipline at large? First, it should be asked what is meant by "big ideas." If big ideas refers to influential theories such as Anthony Gidden's structuration theory or Ulrich Beck's risk society theory, then, as noted earlier, we are not even sure whether the parent discipline has its own big ideas in the first place. On the other hand, if we define recent theories and discussions in, for example, institutional theory or actor-network theory as big ideas, then it seems that O&E scholars have become increasingly engaged. Furthermore, and importantly, when talking of big ideas, one should not pass over ontological, epistemological, and axiological questions. When it comes to these, it seems that O&E-related research has pretty loyally followed the path of the parent discipline. For example, the research methodologies and approaches, level of pragmatism, and the relationship to the subject of research are quite analogical compared to those currently prevailing in the parent discipline (see also Jermier et al., 2006; Starik, 2002) . Implicitly, along with the basic assumptions of the parent discipline, other-potentially highly problematic and questionable-values such as anthropocentrism and the belief in the imperative of continuous economic growth (cf. Shrivastava, 1994) have also been inherited and institutionalized. Needless to say, this is extremely important and we shall discuss it later on.
Has O&E-related research produced big ideas that command the attention of other scholars in the field of management and organizational studies?
At least for the time being, the answer seems to be no. However, it is obvious that especially because of the growing unanimity on and severity of global environmental changes, overall scholarly attention paid to O&E-related questions is increasing (Jermier et al., 2006) . 11. Has O&E-related research in any way contributed to a redirection of management and organizational studies toward a more ecological approach or toward recognizing the centrality of the biophysical world to the field's analysis? Here we run into the problems that were raised above in point 9. First, there is no doubt that during the past 10 years, the natural environment has become added to the list of important organizational environments. Second, as a consequence of O&E discourse, it seems that at the level of images, the field of management and organizational studies has become constructed as increasingly "green" (Levy, 1997) . But has the field really become greener in the sense that some of its basic values would have changed with the consequence that management and organizational studies would now favor-and not just in the sense of paying lip service-more ecologically sound ways of running businesses? This is hardly the case (cf. Springett, 2003; Starkey & Crane, 2003) . In his own analysis of environmental sociology, Buttel (2002, p. 50) responded to this last question as follows:
Without much elaboration or evidence, let me just say that environmental sociology, or the words of environmental sociologists, has made very little difference in terms of fundamentally redirecting sociology. I see no more of an ecological perspective (in the realist-objectivist sense) within the core of the discipline today than there was a quarter century ago.
It is our perception that this statement is perfectly applicable to the way things stand in our own field as well, that is between O&E-related research and the parent discipline of management and organizational studies.
SUGGESTIONS FOR REORIENTATION-FROM REALITY TO NEW PLEAS
Having analyzed the status of the discourse, it is time to announce the verdict: What is the state of maturation of organizational environmental studies? Our answer is that the external signs of maturity are apparent, whereas the internal signs are not. O&E-related research is thus not fully mature; the current state could best be described as puberty. Let us elaborate on this: To start with, on the basis of points 1 through 8, it seems that O&E-related research has done pretty well and become integrated as a part of the parent discipline (cf. Starik & Marcus, 2000) . On this basis, one might give rather good marks to O&E-related academic discourse and its recent developments. However, we do not fully share the general optimistic view of Starik and Marcus (2000) when they state, "Academic research in the organizations and natural environment area has made great strides since it was critiqued by Gladwin" (p. 543). On the contrary, when it comes to the present status of the O&E-related field, we see many significant problems that either have not really been addressed at all in the mainstream discourse or that are simply ignored. These problems have much to do with the issues brought up in points 9 through 11. From that perspective, it is questionable whether it is actually organizational environmental studies that has arrived or just a minor annex or slight modification to the same old (hegemonic) themes in management and organizational studies-in fact, no more than business as usual, as many of the critics of modern environmental management have repeated since the early 1990s (Fineman, 1998; Gladwin, 1993; Gladwin et al., 1995; Levy, 1997; Purser et al., 1995; Shrivastava, 1994 Shrivastava, , 1995 Springett, 2003; Starkey & Crane, 2003; Stead & Stead, 1994; Welford, 1995 Welford, , 1997 Welford, , 1998 .
At the beginning of the article, we suggested that from a meta-theoretical perspective, there are two fundamental questions to which all social-scientific environmentally oriented fields must be able to give some kind of satisfying answer. The questions were: What is the relationship of the new environmentally oriented discourse with regard to (a) its parent discipline and (b) to natural scientific environmental research? It is our opinion that O&E discourse has not been able to give satisfying answer to either of these questions and that the relationship of organizational environmental studies is thus problematic and ambivalent to both. In a way, the mainstream O&E-related research is, at the same time, environmental research that is not real environmental research (because the ecology aspect is more or less absent), and environmentalism that is not real environmentalism, because the economic-growth mantra and other basic values of the parent discipline continue to dominate the discourse, regardless of the obvious proenvironmental personal values of many O&E scholars (Kallio, 2004; Levy, 1997; Shrivastava, 1994 Shrivastava, , 1995 Shrivastava & Hart, 1994; Springett, 2003; Welford, 1995 Welford, , 1997 .
It is our perception that the greatest weakness in the O&E discourse is that, paradoxically, quite frequently it is not really environmental issues that are under scrutiny. It is surprising how little attention is paid to nature and ecological sustainability in the O&E-related discourse (see also Starik, 2002) . Take the case of win-win debate as an example. It seems that when scholars debate the possibility of win-win solutions, the question of whether the environment is actually winning-which is, of course, far from a single-track issue-is left in margins, and the heart of win-win debate is hence really about whether or not the corporations Kallio, Nordberg / EVOLUTION OF O&E DISCOURSE 451 are winning (e.g., see Clarke, 1994) . Or take another example of environmental strategies: Obviously, many of the so-called environmental strategies (e.g., see Reinhardt, 1999 ) make only a very little, if any, contribution to environmental problem solving.
The paradoxical absence of nature from O&E-related research might be a consequence of three things. First, obviously the great majority of management and organization scholars are simply not environmental researchers, and thus only a few of us really have the ability to understand natural sciences and write about these kinds of issues (cf. Starik, 2002) . Second, the culture of our discourse follows the denaturalistic spirit of the parent discipline (cf. Shrivastava, 1994) , and therefore the transdisciplinary cross-fertilization with natural sciences is not really considered to be important for the discourse-even though it is something that has been frequently called for (see Heiskanen, 2002) . The third, and frightening, explanation for the lack of recognition of ecology would be that ecological sustainability itself is not even considered to be very interesting or important. This would mean-in a similar vein as Shrivastava (1994 Shrivastava ( , 1995 suggested that for the traditional organizational studies, nature was no more than "bundles of resources"-that for the mainstream O&E discourse, environmental issues would simply be bundles of abstract environmental problems that legitimize the business-as-usual discourse on (environmental) management systems, (environmental) strategies, (environmental) marketing, and so forth. Whatever the reason might be, it seems that, at least so far, the O&E-related discourse has recognized fully only one side of the business-nature equation and that the environmental dimension has thus remained more or less an appendage (e.g., see Kallio, 2004; Levy, 1997; Shrivastava, 1994; Springett, 2003; Starik, 2002; Welford, 1995 Welford, , 1997 . This is a symptomatic reference to the fact that the field as such seems to be somewhat sidetracked and that the fundamental orientation of the discourse has not essentially changed.
To conclude, we are not suggesting that all the O&E scholars must become pilgrims in the holy quest for ecological sustainability. And although we want to emphasize the importance of transdisciplinarity, we see no particular reason to plead for more research activity on any specific topic as several justified suggestions have already been made (e.g., see Sharma, 2002; Starik & Marcus, 2000) . Instead, we are claiming that there is a place for synthetic and critical introspection at the very heart of the discourse. As O&E scholars, we all must ask ourselves critically whether we are doing the right things; this requires synthetic research orientation. Instead of merely following the logic of scientific analysis and thus simply jumping head over heels more deeply into the fragments, we see that there is also a growing need to confront the basic questions and debate them.
CONCLUSION: FROM CHILDHOOD TO PUBERTY
Let us start this final section of the article by asking whether the "project 2000" set up by Shrivastava and Hart in 1994 has been successful in any terms. The answer seems to be no, if we take a strict point of view and keep in mind that what Shrivastava and Hart (1994, p. 607 ) pleaded for was a dramatic transformation of organizations and organization theory to accommodate environmental concerns. However, if we accept a less ambitious and more realistic approach, it seems that neither was the first decade of academic O&E-related research an 452 ORGANIZATION & ENVIRONMENT / December 2006 entire catalogue of failures. Thus, it seems that expectations were just not realistic and that the hopes pinned on corporate greening were simply too great.
In a book titled Research in Corporate Sustainability, the co-editor, Mark Starik (2002) , asked whether the field of organizational environmental studies had faced its "childhood's end." In relation to this rather rhetorical question, Starik found that although much has been done, even more challenges lie ahead for O&E-related research. However, although this is probably true, it is our conception that organizational environmental studies is currently far from attaining maturity; the current status of the discourse could best be described as puberty. As psychologists and career researchers know, human development usually takes place only through crisis; in crisis, both threat and opportunity are present at the same time. If we apply this analogy to the development of O&E-related research, one might say that a crisis is required in order for the discourse to rejuvenate and develop itself. If a discourse is unable to rejuvenate itself, it may start to reiterate the same basic ideas and themes, thus cutting itself off from alternative and innovative ways in which to develop.
Today, it is relatively safe to say that organizational environmental studies is not just another management fashion that will someday soon fade into the margins (Fineman, 2001) . The escalating environmental problems increase pressures on corporations, thus ensuring that O&E-related research will remain popular. Regardless of how solidly established the foundations are, one should never expect a straightforward development from a discourse; backlashes are at the same time both inevitable and important for learning. Take the case of environmental sociology as an example: The quarter century of the history and development of environmental sociology is far from a linear progress (see more closely Buttel, 2002; Dunlap, 2002) . A quarter century is enough for a person to pass through the crisis of puberty and reach early adulthood, and even for science, it is probably long enough to experience one or more crises. On the other hand, one and a half decades, the current age of organizational environmental studies, is enough for a person to reach no more than puberty and, for a science, probably not even that far. However, because the birth of O&E-related research was delayed in the first place, growth has been exceptionally rapid ever since; therefore, we might see a "puberty crisis" of some sort arising in the near future.
The history of the discourse has actually witnessed at least one awakening crisis within it: during the mid-1990s, ignited by dissatisfaction with environmental management, leading further to a paradigm debate. As a consequence, alternative paradigms and more critical approaches were suggested and debated, although neither ecocentric nor sustaincentric management, nor any other management utopia, replaced environmental management. Ever since the paradigm debate, the concept of environmental management has simply been used less frequently, although the ideology of environmental management still prevails in both mainstream academic discourse and in corporate practices. Could a new crisis start because of the insufficient ecological outcomes of corporate greening, because of the swelling and the fad in the academic discourse, or both, or because of some other reason? It is, of course, impossible to know the right answer or whether there even is one. There is without doubt, however, a growing dissatisfaction among scholars. It might still be too early to detect this in the written documents, but on the basis of conversations with scholars at conferences, for example, it is impossible to overlook it.
Scholars can reduce and alleviate the threats of the crisis and increase our potential for success by starting voluntarily to confront the fundamental questions, such as: What are we actually doing? Are we doing the right things? Where have we gone wrong? What should we do in the future? It is our conception that O&E discourse should focus more on this type of synthetic introspection and engage in constructively critical discourse to a much greater extent than it has to date. At the same time, it is obvious that there can never be a unanimous understanding among scholars as to how things are and how they should be. More important, no such unanimity should exist because it is constructive critical debate that makes a discourse rejuvenate itself.
NOTES
1. In the article, we use the concepts O&E-related research and organizational environmental studies as synonyms to refer to the discourse under scrutiny.
2. Transdisciplinary approach is often considered to be inevitable to solve complex environmental changes that combine both ecological and social elements (see O´Riordan, 2000) .
3. Needless to say, the list of publications is far from complete, and its purpose is merely to give some directions as to where one can start looking for "introspective discourse." 4. The review was originally conducted for the doctoral dissertation of the first author. General management and organization studies-related journals were selected on the basis of their ranking, whereas the three major environmentally oriented journals of the field were selected because of their well-known importance to the discourse. Moreover, articles from other journals as well as related books were searched from electronic databases. Volumes of the selected journals were examined from the early 1990s (as all the environmentally related journals of the field were established only after the year 1990, the first few years of the review included only the general management and organizational studies journals and books). The original review ended in 2003 and has been supplemented by some additional material published afterwards.
5. The extant literature of O&E-related research contains several thousands of articles and books (the exact number depends on the definition of O&E research and the applied keywords for the database search) and is thus simply impossible to read by a single individual (see Jermier, Forbes, Benn, & Orsato, 2006) . However, as a practical approach, one can imagine the primary corpus of the O&E discourse forming around the Greening of Industry Network and Academy of Management (the ONE interest group) conferences and the Business Strategy and the Environment journal, although they in fact only make up a portion of the overall discourse.
6. As a consequence, it is impossible to offer explicit and nuanced empirical evidence to all interpretations, and the article should thus not be read as a traditional literature review of some much narrower topic. This is an obvious limitation of the approach and the unavoidable obverse of the pursuing of the "big picture." 7. Previously under the names Industrial Crisis Quarterly and Industrial and Environmental Crisis.
8. The year 2003 was the last year for the standing working group because in EGOS, the status of standing working groups is being rotated.
